
 
 
 
 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF THE 
STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
SEAN CANNON, 
  Bar No. 022137 
 
 Respondent. 

 PDJ 2022-9077  
 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER  
 
(State Bar Nos. 19-2942, 20-1076) 
 
FILED MAY 3, 2023 

 
 The Presiding Disciplinary Judge accepted the parties’ Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent submitted pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 

 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Sean Cannon, Bar No. 022137, is suspended 

for 18 months, effective July 1, 2023, for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of 

Professional Conduct. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent pay restitution within 30 days as 

follows: (1) $859.00 to Jose Guadalupe Zepeda Castillo; and (2) $1,296.00 to Daniel Ramirez.    

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Rule 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

Respondent comply with the requirements relating to notification of clients and others. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent pay the costs and expenses of the 

State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $4,455.60 within 30 days.1  There are no costs or 

expenses incurred by the office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge in these proceedings. 

 
1 The PDJ sustains Respondent’s objection to IBC’s request for $900 in “legal 

expert” fees. 



DATED this 3rd day of May, 2023. 

Margaret H. Downie   
Margaret H. Downie  
Presiding Disciplinary Judge  

Copy of the foregoing e-mailed  
this 3rd day of May, 2023, to: 
 
Nancy A. Greenlee 
nancy@nancygreenlee.com 
 
Patricia A. Sallen 
psallen@ethicsatlaw.com 

 
Meredith Vivona 
mvivona@courts.az.gov 
 
 
by: SHunt 
 
 

mailto:nancy@nancygreenlee.com
mailto:psallen@ethicsatlaw.com
mailto:mvivona@courts.az.gov


 
 
 
 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF THE 
STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
SEAN CANNON, 
  Bar No. 022137 
 
 Respondent. 

 PDJ 2022-9077  
 
ORDER ACCEPTING 
AGREEMENT FOR DISCIPLINE 
BY CONSENT 
 
(State Bar Nos. 19-2942, 20-1076) 
 
FILED MAY 3, 2023 

 
  On April 4, 2023, the parties filed an Agreement for Discipline by Consent 

(“Agreement”) pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  The State Bar of Arizona is 

represented by Independent Bar Counsel (IBC) Meredith Vivona.  Respondent Sean 

Cannon is represented by Nancy A. Greenlee and Patricia A. Sallen.  The Agreement 

resolves a first amended complaint filed on November 17, 2022.     

Contingent on approval of the proposed form of discipline, Mr. Cannon has 

voluntarily waived his right to an adjudicatory hearing, as well as all motions, defenses, 

objections, or requests that could be asserted.  As required by Rule 53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., notice of the Agreement was sent to the complainants.  Objections to the Agreement 

have been submitted by David Wood, Jonathan A. Dessaules, John Harris, and Daniel M. 

Huynh.     

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge (PDJ) asked the parties to respond to the 

objections to the Agreement, which they did.  Additionally, with the approval of the 
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parties, the PDJ spoke with the settlement officer in this matter – Judge Patricia K. Norris 

(Ret.) – regarding the adequacy of the agreed-upon sanction. 

 The Agreement details a factual basis in support of Mr. Cannon’s conditional 

admissions and is incorporated by reference.  See Rule 57(a)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  Mr. 

Cannon conditionally admits violating Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., ER 1.5, ER 1.7, ER 

3.3(a)(1), ER 3.3(a)(3), and ER 8.4(d).  As a sanction, the parties agree to an 18-month 

suspension – effective July 1, 2023, payment of restitution to two individuals, and 

payment of costs to the State Bar.  IBC conditionally agrees to dismiss alleged violations 

of ER 1.15(d), ER 3.1, ER 8.4(a), and ER 8.4(c). 

 The Agreement describes in detail the stipulated misconduct, which is not 

repeated herein.  Generally speaking, Mr. Cannon’s law practice involves representing 

homeowners’ associations, including collection actions against homeowners.  Mr. 

Cannon conditionally admits that he “misrepresented the alleged debt of homeowners in 

foreclosure cases, making untruthful statements about the nature of the debt, and by 

submitting inaccurate ledgers, and that he failed to correct that inaccurate information.”  

He also admits charging and/or collecting an unreasonable fee in several cases, as well 

as failing to obtain informed consent from an HOA client after he became a material 

witness in a particular matter.     

Sanctions imposed against lawyers are determined in accordance with the 

American Bar Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (ABA Standards).  

Rule 58(k), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  In determining an appropriate sanction, the PDJ considers: 

(1) the duty violated; (2) the lawyer’s mental state; (3) the actual or potential injury caused 
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by the lawyer’s misconduct; and (4) the existence of aggravating or mitigating factors.  

ABA Standard 3.0.   

Mr. Cannon violated duties owed to the legal system, the profession, and the 

public.  The parties agree that he “knowingly made misrepresentations of facts to the 

court . . . negligently charged an unreasonable fee, and failed to obtain a conflict waiver.”  

His misconduct caused actual harm.  Mr. Cannon’s misrepresentations “caused delay, 

prevented the court from serving in its oversight role, and cost the court time and 

resources.”  The parties further stipulate that there was actual harm to several 

homeowners, the legal system, and the legal profession.         

The parties agree that the presumptive sanction under the ABA Standards is a 

suspension based on Standard 6.12, which states: 

Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer knows that false 
statements or documents are being submitted to the court or that material 
information is improperly being withheld, and takes no remedial action, 
and causes injury or potential injury to a party to the legal proceeding, or 
causes an adverse or potentially adverse effect on the legal proceeding. 
 
The Agreement recites three aggravating factors: (1) dishonest or selfish motive; 

(2) vulnerability of victim; and (3) substantial experience in the practice of law.  The 

record also establishes the aggravator of multiple offenses.1 

 
1 Mr. Cannon also has a prior disciplinary history, which is an aggravating factor 

under the ABA Standards.  His prior discipline consists of a censure (now known as a 
reprimand) imposed in 2008, so this aggravating factor is offset by the mitigating factor 
of remoteness of prior offenses.  Although the factors are offsetting, it is preferable for 
consent agreements to disclose the existence of prior discipline so that the PDJ may make 
a fully informed decision.  The absence of prior discipline is often a significant factor in 
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The Agreement identifies three mitigating factors: (1) personal or emotional 

problems; (2) full and free disclosure to disciplinary board or cooperative attitude toward 

proceedings; and (3) delay in disciplinary proceedings.  However, the brief description 

of Mr. Cannon’s asserted “personal or emotional problems” is not compelling and 

establishes no nexus between his most serious misconduct – dishonesty – and the stated 

personal or emotional problems.  See, e.g., In re Augenstein, 178 Ariz. 133, 137 (1994) (more 

than self-serving testimony is required to prove personal or emotional problems as a 

mitigating factor); In re Peasley, 208 Ariz. 27, 40 (2004) (disability is a mitigating factor 

“only if there is a direct causal connection” between it and the misconduct).  As a result, 

the PDJ does not rely on this mitigating factor.  The PDJ does, however, give relatively 

significant weight to the mitigating factor of delay in disciplinary proceedings.  The 

charges at issue were filed in 2019 and 2020, and Mr. Cannon is not at fault for the delay.     

Rule 58(k) encourages a proportionality analysis where appropriate, though 

proportionality review is admittedly an “imperfect process.”  In re Phillips, 226 Ariz. 112, 

119 (2010).  Two relatively recent consent agreements that were accepted by the PDJ offer 

some guidance: In re Gable, PDJ 2018-9121, and In re Beauchamp, PDJ 2021-9004.  Mr. 

Cannon’s misconduct shares some similarities with each of these cases, which resulted in 

an 18-month suspension and a 24-month suspension, respectively.  Although the PDJ 

 
the PDJ’s analysis.  See, e.g., In re Owens, 182 Ariz. 121, 127 (1995) (lengthy law practice 
“with a spotless disciplinary record is a very substantial mitigating factor.”). 



5 

 

shares IBC’s view that the stipulated 18-month suspension is “on the low end of an 

acceptable range of sanctions,” it is not a complete outlier.   

The PDJ seriously considered rejecting the 18-month suspension as inadequate.  

The objections to the Agreement are compelling.2  By their nature, though, consent 

agreements represent a compromise.  IBC vigorously investigated the charges and 

concluded that an 18-month suspension was sufficient to achieve the goals of the 

disciplinary process.  The settlement officer who spent hours with counsel and Mr. 

Cannon also believes the agreed-upon sanction is reasonable under the circumstances.  

As IBC stated in her memorandum addressing the objections to the Agreement: 

The Consent Agreement was the product of prolonged settlement 
discussions.  The length of the long-term suspension was supported by the 
parties’ experienced settlement conference officer who had the benefit of 
meeting Respondent.  IBC acknowledges the agreement is on the low end 
of an acceptable range of sanctions.  As with any settlement, the term of 
suspension was negotiated after consideration of the fact disputes that exist 
in this case, the burden of proof, the purpose of attorney discipline, and the 
interest of judicial economy.  Taking these factors into account, the 
agreement is within the range of acceptable outcomes. 
  
The responsibility to determine the appropriate measure of discipline “imposes a 

concomitant responsibility to pay special care to the purposes served by such discipline.”  

In re Rivkind, 164 Ariz. 154, 157 (1990).  The objective of attorney discipline proceedings 

“is not to punish the lawyer, but to protect the public and deter similar conduct by other 

lawyers.”  Id.  The Agreement is not perfect.  It does, however, ensure that Mr. Cannon 

 
2 The PDJ considered only the allegations of the First Amended Complaint in 

reviewing the objections. 
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will be removed from the practice of law in short order and that, if he wishes to again 

practice law in Arizona, he will be required to go through the rigorous reinstatement 

process established by Rule 65, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 

For the reasons stated 

 IT IS ORDERED accepting the Agreement.  A final judgment and order is signed 

this date.   

DATED this 3rd day of May, 2023. 

Margaret H. Downie   
Margaret H. Downie  
Presiding Disciplinary Judge  

Copy of the foregoing e-mailed  
this 3rd day of May, 2023, to: 
 
Nancy A. Greenlee 
nancy@nancygreenlee.com 
 
Patricia A. Sallen 
psallen@ethicsatlaw.com 

 
Meredith Vivona 
mvivona@courts.az.gov 
 
 
by: SHunt 
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